OHIO PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION

65 East Siate Street, Sulte 312
Columbus, Ohlo 43215
(614) 466-0880

APPLICATION FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
Revised /90 7S D/

IMPORTANT: _A_Q_gﬂccnt should consul! the “instructions for Completion of Prolect Application’

for assistance In the proper completion of this form,

APPLICANT NAME VILLAGE OF FAIRFAX

STREET Municipal Building
5003 Hawthorne Avenue

CITY/ZIP Fairfax, Oh _ 45227
PROJECT NAME BRIDGE FAI-069 SUPERSTRUCTURE BEAM REPAIRS
PROJECT TYPE BRIDGE
TOTAL COST $_546,500 UL

: = Lﬁ,
DISTRICT NUMBER WO I
COUNTY HAMTT.TON - o
PROJECT LOCATION ZIP CODE 45227 .~ ; =

DISTRICT FUNDING RECOMMENDATION
To be completed by the District Commitiee ONLY

S 41,850.00

RECOMMENDED AMOUNT OF FUNDING:

FUNDING SOURCE (Check Only One):

State lssue 2 Distic! Allocation Siate lssue 2 Small Government Fund
Grant ____ Siate issue 2 Emergency Funds
Loon _X___ Local Transpordation Improvement Fund
Loan Assistance

FOR OPWC USE ONLY

OPWC FUNDING AMOUNT: §

OPWC PROJECT NUMBER:



1.0 APPLICANT INFORMATION

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

LS

CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER

THLE

STREET

CiTY/ZiP
PHONE
FAX

CHIEF FINANCIAL
OFFICER

TITLE

STREET

CIry/zip
PHONE
FAX

PROJECT MGR
TITLE
STREET

cny/zip
PHONE
FAX

PROJECT CONTACT
TITLE
STREET

CnyY/Zp

- PHONE

FAX

DISTRICT LIAISON
TITLE
STREET

CIy/zIP
PHONE
FAX

=y

Theodore Shannon, Ir.

Mavor
Muncipal Building
5903 Hawthorne Avenue

Fairfax, OH 45227

(513 ) _ 271 -
( Y _n/a -

2207

Mrs. Virmorgan Ziegler

Clerk/Treasurer
Mupicipal Building
5903 Hawthorne Avenue
Fairfax, OH 45227

(513 ) 211 -
( ) _n/a -

012

J. Timothy King, PE,PS
VilTagé:Enginesr

J. T. KING & CO. ING.
9122 Montgomery Road

Cincipnati, OH A5247
( 513 ) _793 - 7667
( 513 ) 985 - 3559

Mrs. Virmorgan Ziegler
Clerk/Treasurer
Municipal Building
5903 Hawthorne AVenue
Fairfax, OH 45227
{ 513 ) 271 -
( ) n/a -

7012

William Brayshaw, PE,PS
Chief Deputy Englneer
Hamilton Countv Engineers
138 East Court Street
Cincinnati, OH 45207
(513 ) _632 - 8691
( 513 y _723 - 0748




2.0 PROJECT INFORMATION

IMPORTANT: ¥ project is multi-jurisdictional in nature, Information must be consolidated for
compiletion of this section.

2.1 PROJECT NAME: RRIDGE NO. FAI-069 SUPERSTRUCTURE BEAM REPAIR

2.2  BRIEF PROJECT DESCRIPTION - (Sections A through D):
A. SPECIFIC LOCATION:

SEE ATTACHED SHEED

B. PROJECT COMPONENTS:
SEE ATTACHED SHEET

C. PHYSICAL DIMENSIONS/CHARACTERISTICS:

SEE ATTACHED SHEET

D. DESIGN SERVICE CAPACITY:
IMPORTANT: Detall shall be included regarding current service capocity vs proposed sefvice
level. If road or bridge project, include ADT. I water or wastewater project,

Include cument residential rates bosed on monthly usage of 7,756 gollons per
household.

SEE ATTACHED SHEET

2.3 REQUIRED SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
(Photographs/Additional Description; Capital Improvements Report; - Priority List:
Svyear Plan; 2-year Maintenance of Effort report, elc.) Also discuss the number
of temporary and/or fulttime jobs which are likely 1o be created ‘os o resuli of
- this project. Altoch Poges. Refer 1o accompanying instructions for further

detall.
SEE ATTACHED SHEET



FILE: FAIRFAXNFAI-069.I2
2.2.A. SPECIFIC LOCATION

The Bridge No. FAI-069 over Duck Creek is located on Red Bank Road
approximately 1500 feet north of the Colbank intevrchange (Columbia
Par kway/Red Bank Road). See attached map.

2.2.8. PROJECT COMPONENTS
This project will consist of:

a) Removing deteriorated concrete from the sides
and bottoms of the existing cast-in-place reinforced
concrete beams;

b) Cleaning the exposed reinforcing steel; and,

c) applying new concrete over the sides and bottoms
of the beams to provide protection to the reinforcing
steel .

Traffic will be maintained at all times during this construction
coperation.

2.2.C. PHYSICAL DIMENSIONS/CHARACTERISTICS

The existing bridge is comprised of three (3) spans 40 feet in length
by 36 feet wide cast-in-place reinforced concrete structure built in
1933. The "tee" beams are integrally cast with the deck. The
existing bridge is 38 feet wide with four (4) feet wide metal
walkways attached to each side of the bridge for pedestrian traffic.

The surfaces of the concrete beams are deteriorating due to the use
of de-icing materials. Concrete is delaminating from the reinforcing
steel permitting the steel to exposed to the elements and subsequent
corrvosion.



2.1.D. DESIGN SERVICE CaAPACITY

The current and proposed service capacity of the bridge will remain
the same. The ADT for this structure is 23,000 according to
statistics obtained from OKI of which a very high percentage is truck
tratfic.

Red Bank Road is a major connector between Columbia Parkway/Eastern
Avenue on the south to Madison Road/Evie Aavenue/I-71 north and
southbound on the north. This is the ONLY truck route availabhle
through this area since Fairfax and the other surrounding communities
have passed ordinances restricting truck traffic through their
municipalities. It is imperative that the superstructure be repaired
at the earliest possible date to avoid load limits being placed on
the structure thus forcing truck traffic to seek alternative (and
possibly illegal) routes and/or ignoring the load limit restrictions.

Heavy truck traffic and time will continue to cause deterioration to
this structure at an accelerated rate creating a potential threat to

the health, safety and welfare of the traveling public using Red Bank
Road.




3.0 PROJECT FINANCIAL INFORMATION

3.1 PROJECT ESTIMATED COSTS (Round to Nearest Dollar):
a) Project Engineering Costs:

1. Preliminary Engineering §__N/A
2. FAnal Design S___N/A
3. Construction Supervision S__ N/A
b)  Acquisition Expenses
1. land §__NA
2. Right-of-Way $__ N/A
¢) Construction Costs $_38,750
d) Equipment Cosis $_n/a
e) Other Direct Expenses S n/a
f) Contingencies $_ 7,750
Q) TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS S_46.,500

3.2 PROJECT FINANCIAL RESOURCES (Round to Nearest Dollar and Percent)
Doliars %

*

Q) Local In-Kind Contributions S

b) Local Public Revenues $

c) Local Private Revenues §
d) Other Public Revenues

OoDOoT §

FMHA $

OEPA $

OWDA $

)

§

S

5

$

S

4,650 10

1

2

3

4

5. CDBG
6. Cther
O

1.

2.

3.

PWC Funds
Grant v
Loan -
Loan Assistance
) TOTAL FINANCIAL RESOURCES

e)
41,850 90

46,500

If the required local match Is to be 100% In-Kind Contributions, list source of funds to be
used for retainage purposes:

3.3 AVAILABILITY OF LOCAL FUNDS

indicate the status of all local share funding sources listed In section 3.2(q)
through 3.4(c). In addition, if funds are coming from sources listed In sechion
3.2(ch), the following Information must be atiached to this prolect application:

1)  The date funds ore avallable; -

2) Veriification of funds in the form of an agency approval letter
or agency project number. Please Include the name and
number of the agency contact person.




3.4 PREPAID TEMS

Definttions:

Cost - Total Cost of the Prepaid ttem.

Cost ltem - Nor-construction costs, Including preliminary engineering. finc:
design, ocquisifion expenses (and or Aght-of-way).

Prepaid - . Cost hems (non—construction costs directly related to the projech.
%cp!\?u c_|'::rk>r to recelpt of fully executed Project Agreement from.

_ Resource Category -  Source of funds (see section 3.2).
Verification - ' involce(s) and copies of warani(s) used to for prepaid costs
accompanled by Project Manager’s Ceriification (see section 1.4)

IMPORTANT: Verification of all prepald llems shall be atioched to this project application

| COST IEM RESOURCE CATEGORY cost
D n/a §
2) n/a 5
3) n/e $
TOTAL OF PREPAID ITEMS $

3.5 REPAIR/REPLACEMENT or NEW/EXPANSION
This section need only be completed if the Project is fo be funded by Si2 funds: i

TOTAL PORTION OF PROJECT REPAIR/REPLACEMENT $ %
: Sicte lssue 2 Funds for Repair/Replacement $
(Not fo Exceed §0%)

TOTAL PORTION OF PROJECT NEW/EXPANSION
State Issue 2 Funds for New/Expansion
(Not to Exceed 50%)

<
s

4.0 PROJECT SCHEDULE

ESTIMATED  ESTIMATED
START DATE ~ COMPLETE DATE

4.1 ENGR. DESIGN 8 / 1 [ 91 501 ) 92
4.2 BID PROCESS 7 J20 J 92 " 8f20 /] 92
4.3 CONSTRUCTION 9 f20 J 92 501 J 93




-5.0 APPLICANT CERTIFICATION

The Applicant Certifies That:

As the official represantative of the Appiicant, the undenigned certifies that:
Q) he/she b legally smpowered 1o represent the opplicant in both requesting
ond occepting financial assistance os provided under Chapter 164 of the Ohlo
Revised Code and 164-1 of the Ohio Adminkstrative Code; (2) that 1o the best
of his/her knowledge and belef, all representations that are o part of this
application are true and coirech @) that o official documents and
commitments of the applicant that are o part of this application have been
duly authorzed by the goveming body of the Appiicant; (4) ond, shouid the
requested financial assistance be provided, that in the execution of this project,
the Appilcant wil comply with all assurances required by Ohlo law, including
those Invoiving minorty business utikation, Buy Ohlo, and prevaling woges.

IMPORTANT: Applicant cerlifies that physical construction on the pioject as
defined in this application has not begun, and will not begin, untl
a Project Agreement on this project has been Issued by the Ohlo

public Works Commission.  Action 1o the contrary bk evidence that
OPWC funds are not necessary 1o complete this project.

IMPORTANT: In the event of o project cost underrun, applicant understands that
the identified local match share {sections 3.2(a) through 3.2(c) will
be paid in full toward completion of this project. Unneeded OPWC
funds will be retumed to the funding source from which the project

\

; financed. -
%/74’74 . -a_-ﬂfr'zm-w/_..-ﬁ;‘i/
Theodore Shannon,“JE,Mayor & Mrs. Virmorgan Ziegler,Clerk/Treasurer
Certifying Representdfive (Type Name fd Titie)
P e S Q j u—ﬁ_Q»_j'ebruary 20, 1992

7

Signature/Date Signed S @) (]
App&carﬂmciwck.achofmnaiemmtwlw.conmmuroq.*tdi'\fom\cﬂonihcknodhﬂ
cppliication: .

A Bve-yeor Cooliol merovenenh Report o1 fequred I 164-1-31 of the Oni Acminshiathve Code
orid € Iwovea Momenonce of Loco! thort Report as reqdred in 184-1-12 of the Ohic Adminshotive

A regictersd professional sngihesrs stimate of wehd e ot requied In 184113 of the Ohio
Adminetative Code. Estimate shol cortain engneer's origng seo ond signahre.

A registered professional enginee’’s estimats of cott o requked In 164 1-14 ond 184-1-16 of the Ohio
Adminstotive Cods.  Estimate shall contaln engineers origina seg ond sgnahnre.

Aummornwﬁmmwwmmﬁmwmmmnwm
officia to adbmit this oppication ond to exscute confroch .
a A copy of the cooperation ogresment(s) (for Projechs voiving mcre than one abcividon o denct).
VES  Copies of of hwoics ond wonorts for Those Rems identifed cn “re-paid” I section &4 of i
N/A applicafion .

RN



6.0 DISTRICT COMMITIEE CERTIFICATION

The District Infegrating Committee for Distict Number 2 Certifies
That:

As the officlal representative of the District Public Works Integrating Committee,
the undersigned hereby certifies: that this application for financlal assistance
as provided under Chapter 164 of the Ohlo Revised Code has been duly
selected by the appropriate body of the Dishict Public Works Integrating
Committee; that the project’s selection was based entirely on an objective,
District-oriented set of project evaluation criteria and selection methodol
that are fully reflective of and in conformance with Ohie Revised Code
Sections 164.05, 164.06, and 164.14, and Chapter 164-1 of the Ohlo
Administrative Code; and that the amount of financlal assistance hereby
recommended has been prudently derived in consideration of all other
financial resources available to the project. As evidence of the District’s due
consideration of required project evaluation criteriq, the results of this project’s
rafings under such criteria are attached to this application.

William W. Brayshaw, Chairman, District 2 Integrating Committee
Cerfifying Representative (Type Name and Title)

s M, L2 G 7

Signature/Date Signed”




2.3 REQUIRED SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION

FIVE YEAR PLAN FOR THE VILLAGE OF FAIRFAX

1992 Red Bank Road Bridge No. FAI-049 Superstructure

Removal & Replacement . ... oo s i ne e eeeeenn £410,000
Red Bank Road Bridge No. FAI-069 superstructure

Y G o = O $45,000
1993 O0ld Wooster Pike Bridge over CSX Railroad

Replacement ................................. $1,000,000
1994 Murray Avenue Jolnt Repair & Resurfacing......... $100,000
1995 0ld Wooster Pike Storm Sewer Reconstruction...... $175,000
1994 Red Bank Road Wideming. ... ..o i e e ienenn $1,500,000

1997 Wooster Pike Storm Sewer Reconstruction
and CUTh REPEIT .t it ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e eanens $250,000

Projects financed 100% by Local funds

1992 Curb Replacement Program. ... ou e e e e ee e e e £45,000

TWO _YEAR MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

1991 Village Wide Curb Remowval &

Replacement Project ... ..o e e e e e e e e e e aa $258,000
1991 Southern Avenue Storm Sewer ImProvement .. ... ..., $9,000
1990 High Street ReconstrUchiom. . v v oot ot e e e e e i ennn $40,000

The proposed replacement of the bridge superstructure will result in
approximately 15 Tull time jobs with approximatelyrs temporary Jobs.

3.3 AVAILABILITY OF LOCAL FUNDS

Local funds have been allocated for this project and are available
immediately.



J. T. KING & CO. INC., CIVIL ENGINEERS 18~-Feb-92 PAGE 1

FILE: 69BRIDGE.WK1

RED BANK ROAD BRIDGE NUMBER FAI-069

VILLAGE OF FAIRFAX, OHIO

Xxx% ENGINEER®S ESTIMATExxx%x

ITEM DESCRIPTION UMIT EST,. ———mmmrm e TOTAL
NO. QUAN. HATL. LABOR TOTAL COST(%)
519 PATCHING CONCRETE STRUCTURE 5F $ $ $ 40,000
.03 REMOVAL OF DISINTEGRATED
CONCRETE

.04 PREPARATION OF SURFACE

.05 PLACING REINFORCING STEEL

.06 PLACEING, FINISHING & CURING
CONCRETE

614 MAINTAINING TRAFFIC LS $ $ $ 6,500

J. TIMOTHY KING, PE,PS
PROFESSIONAL EMGINEER
OHIO REGISTRATION NO. 40801
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ISSUE II APPLICATION
BRIDGE NO. FAI-069
RED BaNK ROAD
VILLAGE OF FAIRFAX

1y
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ISSUE II APPLICATION
.BRIDGE NO. FAI-069
RED BANK ROaAD
VILLAGE OF FAIRFAX

STANDARDS
GINIA 22092
ILABLE ON REQUEST

* i |ntersisle Route

~

:M\ U.S Route i State Route
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RESOLUTION R1-1992
A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND THE CLERK-TREASURER

TO FILE AN APPLICATION WITH THE OHIO PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION
FOR STATE ISSUE #2 FUNDS, AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY

WHEREAS, bridge repairs are a priority of the village

of Fairfax; and

WHEREAS, the Ohio Reviged Code has allowed for the

issuance of State Issue #2 funds for 1992; and

WHEREAS, the District Public Works Integrating
Cormittee of Hamilton County (DPWIC) 1s the recipient of State
Issue funds in the amount of $8,956,000 from the Ohio Public

Works Commission (OPWC); and

WHEREAS, the Village of Falrfax will apply for funding
under State Issue #2 as part of District #2 (Hamilton County)

allocation for bridge repairs and improvements.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Council of the
Village of Pairfax, Qhio:
) SECTION I: That the Council of the Village of
Falrfax does hereby endorse and support the application for State
Tesue ¥2 funds for repairs and improvements on both the south and

north bridges on Red Bank Road within the village of Fairfax.

SECTION II: That the Mayor and the Clerk-Treasurer
are hereby authorized and directed to file an application with
the District Public Works Integrating Committee of Hamilton
County (DPWIC) for Ohio Public Works Commission funding under
State Issue #2 for 1992, and if awarded to implement gaid

program.

SECTION T¥IT: That the Village of Fairfax hereby

requests the District Public Works Integrating Committee {DFWIC)



I HE MAYOR AND
PLICATION WITH THE
FOR STATE ISSuE #2

NOw, THEREFORE

Village of Fairfax,



and the Ohio Public Works Commission (OPWC) to consider and fund

the referenced application.

SECTICN IV: That this Ordinance is hereby declared
to be an emergency measure necessary for the immediate
preservation of the public peace, health, safety and general
welfare and éhall be effective immediately. The reason for said
declaration of emergency is the immediate necessity of Council’s
approval for applying for Issue #2 funds within the period of

application.

Passed this 19th day of February, 1992.

ﬂjﬂéy ’?/ /M/}%mx{w

MXYOR

ATTE 6: ) ’
VY%wvﬁlijf;foi“iZﬂﬂfzi\

/ LEREZ R
L) C R@mﬁsmﬁ:

I hereby certify this %o be a true and correct copy of Resolution R1-1992 passed
at a meeting of the OCouncil of the Village of Feirfax on the ninateenth day of

February, 1992.
i P %i |
,\'v-abé' /



ADDITIONAL SUPPORT INFORMATION

Yor Fiscal Year 1993, jurisdictions shall complete the Btate application
forn for 1Issue 2, small Government, oT Local Transportation Improvenent
Program (LT1P) funding. In addition, the pistrict 2 Integrating Committee
requests the following information to determine which projects are
funded. fnformation provided on both forms should be accurate, based on
reliable engineering principles. Do NOT rTeguest a specific type of
funding desired, as this 1g decided by the District Integrating committee,.

1. of the total infrastructure within the jurisdiction which is similar
to the infrastructure of this project, what percentage can be
classified as being in poor condition, adequacy and/or
serviceability? Accurate support information, such as pavement
panagement inventories or bridge condition summaries, must be provided

to substantiate the stated percentage.

pypical examples are:

Road percentages .
Total miles of road within jurisdiction

storm percentage= W u]
Total miles of storm sewers within jurisdiction

Bridge percentage=
Number of bridges within jurisdiction .

Total No. of bridges in Village = 7

Total No. of Bridges in poOT conditions =2

2. what is the condition of the existing dinfrastructure to be
replaced, repaired, or expanded? For bridges, submlit a copY of the
latest general appraisal and condition rating.

Closed PoOT X

Fair Good

|

Give a brief statement of the nature of the deficiency of the present
facility such as: inadequate load capacity {bridge); surface type and
width; number of lanes; structural condition; substandard design
elepents such as berm width, grades, curves, gight distances, drainage

structures, or inadequate service capacity. If known, give the
approximate age of the infrastructure to be replaced, repaired, or
expanded. .

SEE ATTACHED SHEET




ADDITIONAL SUPPORT INFORMATION

2. STATEMENT OF THE NATURE OF DEFICIENCY
Bridge No. FAI-069 {Red Bank Road)

This bridge was constructed in 1933 of reinforced cast-in-place
concrete which consists of abutments, two piers and three 40 feet
long spans of concrete "tee" beams approximately 4 feet in depth. In
1971 the deck was widened to 3& feet from 27 feet by the removal of
the concrete curb/walkway and the attachment of metal grating
pedestrian walkways on each side of the deck.

The bridge exhibits deterioration on the surface of the beams. This
type of deterioration can and must be corrected early to avoid
structural detevrioration which would require the total replacement of
the superstructure.

Also, a large percentage of trucks traveling this roadway are over
the legal load limit which places additiconal stress on the structure
and accelerates the deterioration. The County Engineer’s office has
set up weigh station check points along this roadway at the reguest
of the municipalities to apprehend and document the truck overloading
condition.

Permitting the continued deterioration of this structure will
jeopardize the health, safety and welfare of the traveling public.



If State Issue 2 funds are awarded, how soon (in weeks or months)
after completion of the agreement with OPWC would the opening of bids
occur? The Integrating Committee will be reviewing schedules
gubmitted for previous projecte to help judge the accuracy of a
particular jurisdiction’'s anticipated schedule. 1-1/2 month

- 5

Please indicate the current status of the project development by
circling the appropriate angwers below. PROVIDE ACCURATE BSTIMATE.

a) Has the Consultant been gelected?. .. cavvinenenan Yes  xMNOoxxx A

b} Preliminary development or engineering completed? Yes x MO % x x WOhs >

¢) Detailed construction plans completed?....ooaene- XXRBX NO XXMPX>
d) All right-of-way and easements acquired?........ Yes POX XXX IFRX
e) Utility coordination completed?.......ciconuinnns Yes HOX XXX WYRX:

Give estimate of time, in weeks or months, to complete any item above
not yet completed.

c) within two months from 2/29/92

How will the proposed infrastructure activity impact the general
health, welfare, and safety of the service area? (Typical examples
include the effects of the completed project on accident rates,
emergency response time, fire protection, health hazards, user

benefits, and commerce.)

SEE ATTACHED SHEET

For any project involving GRANTS, the local jurisdiction must provide
a of the anticipated construction cost.
Additionally, the local jurisdiction must pay 100% of the costs of
preliminary engineering, inspection, and right-of-way. If a project
is to be funded under Issue 2 or small Government, the costs of any
betterment/expansion are 100% local. Local matching funds must either
be currently on deposit with the jurisdiction, or certified as having
been approved or encumbered by an outside agency (MRF, CDBG, etc.).
Proposed funding must be shown on the Project Application under
section 3.2, "Project Financial Resources". For a project involving
LOANS or CREDIT ENHANCEMENTS, 100% of construction costs are eligible
for funding, with no local match required.

what matching funds are to be used for this project? (i.e. Federal,
State, MRF, Local, etc.)

LOCAL

To what extent are matching ‘funds to be utilized, expressed as :
t tic

TEN PERCENT




ADDITIONAL SUPPORT INFORMATION

4. The proposed infrastructure replacement project will provide for:

a.) Stopping or significantly reducing the deterioration
to the superstructure;

b.) Increasing the useful life of the structure; and,

c.) Providing for the continued use of the roadway by fire and
medical equipment, by through truck traffic and by local truck
traffic serving industry and commerce in the immediate
vicinity of the bridge.

9. REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

Red Bank Road is of regional significance since it is the only
connector route between Columbia Parkway/Wooster Pike/Easter Avenue
on the south to Madison Avenue/Erie Avenue/I-71 north and southbound
on the north. Please refer to the enclosed map.



Has any formal action by a federal, state, or local government agency
resulted in a complete ban or partial ban of the use or expansion of
use for the involved infrastructure? (Typical examples include weight
limits, truck restrictions, and moratoriums or limitations on issuance
of new building permeits.) PHE BAN MUST HAVE AN ENGINEERING

JUSTIFICATION TO BE CONSIDERED VALID.

COMFLETE BAN PARTIAL BAN ___ NO BAN _X ¥
* A PARTIAL BAN TS BEING CONSIDERED BY THE COUNTY ENGINEER
Wwill the ban be removed after the project is completed? YES NO

what is the total number of existing users that will benefit as a
result of the proposed project? Use specific criteria such as
households, traffic counts, ridership figures £for public traneit,
daily users, etc., and egquate to an equal measurement of users:

28,000 users

For roads and bridges, multiply current documented Average Daily
rraffic by 1.2 occupants per car (I.7.E. estimated conversion factor)
to determine users per day. Ridership figures for public transit must

. where the facility currently hatg any restrictions or
is partially closed, use documented traffic counts prior to
restriction. For storm sewers, csanitary &ewers, water lines, and

other related facilitles, multiply the number of households in the
gervice area by four (4) to determine the approximate nupber of users

per day.

The Ohio Public Works commission regquires that all jurisdictions
.ggplying for project £funding develop a five Yyear overall Capital
Taprovement Plan that shall be updated annually. The Plan is to
include an inventery and condition survey of existing capital
izprovements, and a 1ist detailing a schedule for capital improvements
and/or maintenance. Both Five-Year Overall and Five-Year Issue 2

capital Improvement Plans are reguired.
EMWMM

Is the infrastructure to be improved part of a facility that has
regional significance? (consider the number of jurisdictions served,
gize of service area, trip 1lengths, functional classification, and

length of route.) provide supporting information.
SEE ATTACHED SHEET










OHIO INFRASTRUCTURE BOND PROGRAM (ISSUE 2) - ROUND 5

LOCAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (LTIP) - ROUND 4

EY 1993 PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA - 7/1/92 TO 6/30/93  *

ADOPTED BY DISTRICT 2 INTEGRATING COMMITTEE, 2/21/92

JURISDICTION/AGENCY: VILLAqe OF FAIRFAX

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION:

_SUPERSTRUCTURE REPARS  To _pripge N° FAI- 069

PROPOSED FUNDING:

ELIGIBLE CATEGORY:

/0

(O

TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS PROJECT - Jﬁi&gz;

1) Type of project

10 Points - Bridge, road, stormwater
5 Points - All other projects

2) If Issue 2/LTIP funds are granted, when would the

construction contract he awarded? (Even though

jurisdictions will be asked this guestion, the Support staff

will assign points based on engineering experience.)

10 Points - Will definitely be awarded by end of 1992

5 Points - some doubt as to whether it can be awarded by

end of 1992
0 Points = No way it can be awarded in 1992

3) What 1s the condition of the infrastructure to be replaced
or repaired? For bridges, base condition on latest general

appraisal and condition rating.

15 Polnts - Poor condition

12 Points -
9 Points - Fair to Poor condition
6 Points -
3 Points - Fair condition
NOTE: If infrastructure is in "good" or better condition, it

will NOT be considered for Issue 2/LTIP funding, unless it is a

betterment project that will improve serviceability.
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If the project is built,
facility's serviceability?

what will be its effect on the

10 Points - significantly effect on serviceability
widen to add lanes along entire project)

8 Points - Moderate to significant effect on serviceability

6 Points - Moderately effect on serviceability (e.g., widen
existing lanes)

Points - Little to no effect on serviceability

Point Little or no effect on serviceability (e.g.,
street or bridge deck rehah)

(e.g.,

[\ A=

Of the total infrastructure within the jurisdiction which is
similar to the infrastructure of this project, what portion

can be classified as being in poor or worse condition,
and/or inadequate in service?

3 Points - 50% and over

2 Points - 30% to 49.9%

1 Point = 10% to 29.9%

0 Points - Less than 10%

How important is the project to the HEALTH, SAFETY, and
WELFARE of the public and the citizens of the District

and/or the service area?

10 Points

Highly significant importance, with substantial
impact on all 3 factors

8 Points - Considerably significant
substantial dimpact on 2
lmpact on all 3 factors

importance, with
factors OR noticeable

6 Points = Moderate importance, with substantial impact on
1 factor or noticeable impact on 2 factors

4 Points - Minimal
factor

importance, with noticeable impact on 1

2 Points - No measurable impact

What is the overall economic health of the jurisdiction?

10 Points - Poor
8 Points -

6 Points - Fair
4 Poilnts -

2

Points - Excellent



I 8} What matching funds are being committed to the project,
expressed as a percentage of the TOTAL CONSTRUCTION cosT?
Matching funds may be local, federal, O0pOT, MRF, etc. or a
combination of funds. Loan and credit enhancement projects
automatically receive 5 points.

REQUIRED FOR GRANT-FUNDED PROJECTS
Poilnts - More than 50%

Points - 40% to 49.9%

Points - 30% to 39.9%

Points - 20% to 29.9%
Point - 10% to 19.9%

=D W

(2 9) Has any formal action or orders by a federal, state, or
local governmental agency resulted in a partial or complete
ban of the usage or expansion of the usage for the involved
infrastructure? Examples include weight limits on
structures, EPA orders to replace or repair sewerage, and
moratoriums on building permits in a particular area due to
local f£flooding downstream. POINTS CAN BE AWARDED ONLY IF
CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT BEING RATED WILL CAUSE THE BAN
TO BE REMOVED.

10 Points ~ Complete ban
5 Points - Partial ban-
0 Points - No ban

10 10) Wwhat is the total number of existing daily users that will
benefit as a result of the proposed project? Appropriate
criteria include traffic counts & households served, when
converted to a measurement of persons. Public transit users
are permitted to be counted for roads and bridges, but only
when certifiable ridership figures are pravided.

10 Points - 10,000 and Over

8 Points - 7,500 to 9,999

6 Points - 5,000 to 7,499

4 Points - 2,500 to 4,999

2 Points - 2,498 and Under

> 11) Does the infrastructure have REGIONAL impact? Consider

originations & destinations of traffic, functional
classification,size of service area, number of jurisdictions
served, etc. (Functional classifications to be revised in

the future to conform to new Surface Transportation Act.)

5 Points - Major impact (e.g., major multi-jurisdictional
route, primary feed route to an Interstate,
Federal-Aid Primary routes)

4 Points ~-

3 Points - Moderate impact (e.g., principal thoroughfares,
Federal-Aid Urban routes)

2 Points -

1 Peint - Minimal or no impact (e.g., cul-de-sacs,

subdivision streets)

IQTAL AVAILABLE POINTS: 98



